resulted in a disruption of the work effort  by Mr.   Bryant  on June  1,
1979.     The effort  to  establish  this   as  part  of a bona  fide protected
activity and  the "real motive"   for Mr.   Bryant's  challenged discharge
for   insubordination and  instigation of a wildcat   strike  in March  1980,
I  find unpersuasive.

Though by the  time he left,   Danny's  feisty combativeness had  earned
him  a reputation as a  "troublemaker,"  there  is no  basis on this record   for
imputing to management generally or  to Mr,   White  in particular  a pervasive
resentment  against Danny that resulted  in  an attempt  to   set him up or  to
discharge him under  the  cover  of a  legal   pretext.     The  Secretary's  attempt
to   supply by assertion the deficiency  in his  proof  is  unconvincing. ^/

3/     Because of his involvement  with  the  circumstances that led  to Mr.   Bryant's
discharge  and his departure  from  the,. Pilgrim Mine  under a cloud   shortly
after Mr.   Bryant,   Henry Canady's  testimony must be heavily discounted.
Kr.   Canady was  the maintenance   foreman, on  the evening  shift  and Mr.   Bryant's
close  friend and  supervisor at   the   time  of  the  challenged discharge on
March 7,   1980.     Mr.   Canady's  uncorroborated,   anecdotal  testimony  concerning
the   single occasion when he was  allegedly privy to  an incident  in which
he   claimed management  was displeased  with  Bryant\s  report of  an unsafe
condition hardly establishes  a   predisposition on  the  part of Lloyd White
or   any other member of management  to  "get"  Bryant   for carrying  out  his
duties as a  safety committeeman.     Mr.   Canady's  testimony reveals  that he,
not   Bryant,  was  primarily responsible   for  the ten minute delay required
to  correct a  fault  in the braking  system of a locomotive.     His testimony
further reveals  that  he was  not   asked   to   single out   Bryant for an adverse
personnel report on this Incident but had merely been  instructed  to make a
report on any miner whom he believed  occasioned  an  unnecessary disruption
in  operations or conducted himself  in a manner  inimical  to good  order  and
discipline.     As Mr.   Canady admitted,   an adverse report  was never made  on
the   incident because he considered  himself responsible  for, the brief work
stoppage.     A second  incident,   attributable  to a misunderstanding  of  some
directions Mr.   Canady gave for   the  utilization of company property,   did
not   involve a safety complaint   and  resulted   in a complete exoneration of
Mr.   Bryant of any charge of wrongdoing or troublemaking.    Mr*   Canady's
credibility was  further  seriously  impugned  by his  admission that  he  failed
to   intercede with management  on Danny's behalf on March 7,  1980 at  a time
when such intercession might  have  persuaded Mr.  White that Danny was  not
a  malingerer.
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